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REMARKS 

Claims 2-25 are pending, were rejected, and axe appealed. Reconsideration of these 
claims in a Pre-Appeal Brief Conference is requested. 

The Examiner has rejected all pending independent claims (i.e., claims 2, 9-11, 18, and 
24-25) under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as obvious over U.S. Patent No. 5,617,539 to Ludwig 
("Ludwig") in view U.S. Patent 5,596,487 to Venkatraman ("Venkatraman"). However, there 
are two fatal flaws in this rejection. First, the combination of Ludwig and Venkatraman is 
improper. Second, even if the proposed combination were proper, it still fails to teach or suggest 
each limitation of Applicant's claims. 

The Cited References 

Ludwig discloses a Multimedia collaboration system" that integrates multiple 
communication networks. The system is built around a "collaborative multimedia workstation 
(CMW)," which is a general purpose computer that includes, among other things, multimedia 
capabilities. This multimedia capability may be used for videoconferencing, data conferencing, 
telephony, etc. Two aspects of Ludwig are critically important as relates to Applicant's pending 
claims. 

The first critical aspect is that Ludwig does not teach a dedicated, appliance-type video 

conferencing system as disclosed and claimed by Applicant. In fact, Ludwig specifically teaches 

away from these systems, noting that: 

[D]edicated videoconferencing systems ... do not effectively leverage the 
investment in existing embedded information infrastructures — such as desktop 
personal computers and workstations, local area network (LAN) and wide area 
network (WAN) environments, building wiring, etc.... [TJhey attempt to add 
computing capabilities to a videoconferencing system, rather than adding 
multimedia and collaborative capabilities to the user's existing computer system. 
Thus, while such systems may be useful in limited contexts, they do not provide 
the capabilities required for maximally effective collaboration, and are not cost- 
effective. 

Ludwig at coL 2, 11. 25-39, From this passage (and others), it is clear that Ludwig would be 
understood by one skilled in the art to teach integrating multimedia and collaboration features 
into general purpose office computer. Moreover, one skilled in the art would understand Ludwig 
to teach away from expanding the functionality of dedicated video conferencing systems. The 
second critical aspect is that, as Examiner has repeatedly conceded, Ludwig does not teach that 
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the CMW includes, in any way shape or form, an embedded web server. 

Examiner proposes Venkatraman to supply the missing embedded web server limitation, 
Venkatraman does disclose an embedded web server within a variety of devices. However, as 
discussed in greater detail below, Venkatraman does not disclose a web server that performs the 
various functions required by Applicant's claims. 

Clear Error #1: The Combination of Ludwig and Venkatraman Is Improper. 

As noted above, throughout prosecution the Examiner has conceded that Ludwig does not 
teach a video conferencing unit having an embedded web server, which is required by each of 
independent claims 2, 9, 10-1 1, 18, and 24-25. Examiner proposes Venkatraman to supply this 
missing limitation, ie., a video conferencing unit having an embedded web server. However, 
this combination is clearly improper. 

A prima facie case of obviousness requires among other things: (1) suggestion or 
motivation to combine the references, and (2) reasonable expectation of success. See MPEP § 
2142. However, there is no suggestion or motivation to combine Ludwig and Venkatraman. In 
fact, Ludwig expressly teaches away from the combination proposed by the Examiner. 
Moreover, one skilled in the art could not reasonably expect success in the proposed 
combination. 

As noted above, Ludwig expressly teaches that adding multimedia collaboration features 
to general purpose computers is preferable to adding additional computing capabilities go 
dedicated videoconferencing systems. Ludwig' s disclosure then focuses on adding multimedia 
capabilities to general purpose computer systems. Therefore, Ludwig explicitly and implicitly 
teaches away from adding additional computing capabilities (such as an embedded web server) 
to a dedicated videoconferencing system. Moreover, one skilled in the art reading Ludwig' s 
teaching that videoconferencing systems with added computing capabilities are not maximally 
effective for collaboration or cost effective could not reasonably expect success by adding 
computing capabilities to a videoconferencing system. 

However, Examiner's proposed combination of Ludwig and Venkatraman would do 
exactly that, i.e., add computing capabilities (the embedded web server of Venkatraman) to a 
video conferencing system (taught by Ludwig). Examiner's suggestion in the most recent final 
office action that an embedded web server is not additional computing capability is absurd. 
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Therefore, the combination of Ludwig and Venkatraman is improper because there is no 
suggestion or motivation to combine the references, and thus Examiner's rejection is clearly in 
error. 

Clear Error #2: The Combination of Ludwig and Venkatraman Fails to Teach Each 
Limitation of the Independent Claims. 

Moreover, even if the proposed combination of Ludwig and Venkatraman was proper, the 
proposed combination still does not disclose every limitation of the pending independent claims. 
For example, claim 2 requires, "a web server embedded within the videoconferencing unit ... for 
transmitting a web page wherein the web page allows the user to select a file for broadcast to 
the videoconferencing unit or allows the user to view a file being transmitted by the 
videoconferencing unit'' Ludwig contains no teaching at all concerning an embedded web 
server. While Venkatraman does disclose an embedded web server, it does not teach or suggest 
that this web server presents a web page that allows selection of a file for broadcast to a 
videoconferencing unit or view a file being transmitted by the videoconferencing unit. 
Examinees assertion to the contrary is simply without merit. 

Similarly, claim 9 requires, "a web server embedded within the videoconferencing unit 
... for transmitting a web page wherein the web page allows the user to perform diagnostic 
testing on the videoconferencing unity Again, Ludwig contains no teaching whatsoever of an 
embedded web server. The web server of Venkatraman is configured for various general 
purpose user interface tasks, but contains no teaching or suggestion that the web server can be 
used "to perform diagnostic testing on the videoconferencing unit," which, as illustrated by 
Applicant's specification examples, includes activities such as testing audio components, testing 
near and far end communications loops, etc. Venkatraman contains no teaching or suggestion of 
such higher level diagnostic testing. 

Finally, claim 10 requires, "a web server embedded within the videoconferencing unit ... 
for transmitting a web page wherein the web page allows the user to modify configuration 
parameters of the videoconferencing unit" Ludwig contains no teaching or suggestion of an 
embedded web server of any type. As noted above, the embedded web server disclosed in 
Venkatraman is merely a user interface for a variety of devices that are not videoconferencing 
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systems, Venkatraman contains no teaching or suggestion of a web server that allows a user to 
**modify configuration parameters of the videoconferencing unit." 

Furthermore, it can be argued that Ludwig does not even disclose a videoconferencing 
unit as that term is used by each pending independent claim. Ludwig makes clear that rather 
than add computing capabilities to dedicated videoconferencing units, it is preferable to add 
multimedia conferencing capabilities to general purpose computers. Conversely, Applicant's 
claims and specification make clear that it relates to dedicated videoconferencing units and not 
multimedia enabled computers. In fact, multimedia enabled computers are discussed as 
peripherals that may be connected to the dedicated videoconferencing unit by the network 
interface. Thus, videoconferencing unit, as used in Applicant's specification and claims clearly 
means a dedicated videoconferencing system, and not the multimedia enabled general purpose 
workstation discussed in Ludwig. 

In summary, the Examiner is in clear error because elements of each independent claim 
axe simply not found in the combination of Ludwig and Venkatraman. 

Conclusion 

Although only independent claims 2, 9, and 10 are directly addressed above, Examiner 
noted that: (1 ) independent claims 11 and 1 8 were rejected for the same reasons set forth in claim 
2; and (2) independent claims 24 and 25 were rejected for the same reasons as claims 9 and 10, 
respectively. Each of these method claims includes an embedded web server limitation similar 
to the embedded web server limitation in the corresponding apparatus claim identified by 
Examiner. Therefore these claims are allowable for at least the reasons discussed above. 
Examiner's rejection of claims 5-6, 14-15, and 20-21 is based on Ludwig and Venkatraman in 
further view of Craig, However, each of these claims depends from one of the independent 
claims identified above, and is therefore allowable. 

For at least the reasons stated above, each and every pending claim is allowable over the 
cited art of record, and Examiner's failure to issue a notice of allowance of these claims amounts 
to clear error. 

***** 



Page 5 of 5 



1 99-0032 US-C PABC $ut> 



PAGE 9/9 * RCVD AT 3/20/2006 5:04:04 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF<W20 * DN1S:2738300 * CSID:8324462424 * DURATION (mm-ss):04-02 



